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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 11-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Isao (Japanese Kokai 2002-275330). 

In regards to claim 1 1 , Isao discloses a method for the production of a hollow 
article comprising providing a polypropylene polymer having a melt flow index between 
0.5 and 50 g/10 minutes produced by the polymerization of propylene in the presence of 
a metallocene catalyst having either C1 or C2 symmetry (Formula 2, [0009], and 
[0027]), subjecting the propylene polymer to an injection-stretch-blow molding operation 
to mold said polymer into a hollow article having walls formed of the polymer ([0001] 
and [0002]) to form a container product ([0002]). Isao does not explicitly disclose 
creating a isotatic polymer that also has a melt flow index within the required range. 

However, in multiple representative examples presented by Isao, isotatic 
polymers are produced with melt flow indexes outside of the range required by applicant 
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([0096] [0106]), demonstrating that it is well known in the art to create polypropylene 
containers out of isotatic polymers. Therefore, because Isao discloses creating 
polymers which are in the required MFI range ([0006]), one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have found it obvious to create a polymer that is isotatic and also within the 
required melt flow index range. 

In regards to claim 12, Isao further discloses that the catalyst have the required 
molecular structure (Formula 2 and [0009]). 

In regards to claims 13-15, Isao further discloses that the polypropylene include 0 
to 5 weight percent ethylene ([0006] and [0012]). 

In regards to claim 16, Isao further discloses that the transmission metal be 
selected from the fourth column of the periodic table ([0009]). 

In regards to claims 17-19, Isao further discloses that the catalyst component be 
isopropylidene-(3-tert-butyl-5-methyl-cyclopentadienyl)(fluorenyl) zirconium dichloride 
(Formula 2 and [0009]). 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Isao as 
applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of Fischer et al. (USP 6583253). 
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Isao does not explicitly disclose the use of a metallocene catalysts reduce the 
cycle time of the injection-stretch-blow molding operation when compared to the use of 
a Ziegler Natta catalyst. It is the examiner's position that because Isao discloses the use 
of the identical polymer and catalyst disclosed by applicant, it will inherently have 
applicant's required properties. 

In any event, Fishcer discloses that it is well known the art to use metallocene 
catalysts (Column 1 , line 32) in favor of Ziegler Natta catalysts (Column 1 , line 36) to 
process propylene (Column 1 , line 53) for the benefit of lowering its melting temperature 
(Column 1 , lines 53-54). This lower melting temperature reduces the cycle times in 
processes which require heating of the polymer to a working temperature (Column 1, 
line 49). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to utilize the catalyzed process of Isao to replace processes which 
utilize Zeigler Natta catalyst (as disclosed by Fischer) for the benefit of reducing the 
cycle time of the thermoforming process. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Isao as 
applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of Demain (WO 00/50476). 

In regards to claim 21 , Isao does not explicitly disclose using the catalyst to 
create a polymer with greater rigidity than would be created by a Ziegler Natta catalyst. 
It is the examiner's position that because Isao discloses using the identical polymer and 
catalyst disclosed by applicant, it will inherently have the required properties. 
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In any event, Demain discloses that it is well known in the art to utilize 
metallocene catalysts in order to impart polypropylene with greater rigidity than would 
be achieved with a Ziegler Natta catalyst (Page 4, line 9). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to utilize the catalyzed process disclosed by Isao for the well known purpose of 
creating a polypropylene with greater rigidity than would be achieved with a Ziegler 
Natta catalyst (as disclosed by Demain). 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Isao as 
applied to claim 1 1 above, and further in view of Valyi (USP 4308086) and Dickson et 
al. (USP 4079104). 

In regards to claim 22, Isao discloses molding the parison, reheating it, and then 
stretch blow molding ([0002]), but is silent as to the geometry of the injection mold used 
and how the parison is reheated. 

Valyi discloses that it is well known in the art to injection mold parisons in a 
multicavity mold for the benefit of reducing the hazard of deflecting the mold support 
structure (Column 1 1 , lines 29-30). 

Dickson discloses that it is well known to heat parisons with reflected radiant heat 
(Figure 1 : 60, 62, 64, 66). Note that because the heating and blow molding are 
performed using the same parison support (Column 4, lines 2-3), heater and blow mold 
are part of the same molding apparatus. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the blow molding process of Isao with the multicavity 
parison mold disclosed by Valyi and the heating method of Dickson for the benefit of 
Valyi and Dickson disclosing well known methods of accomplishing the steps required 
by Isao. 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARTIN ROGERS whose telephone number is 571- 
270-7002. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday, 7:30 
to 5:00, and every other Friday, 7:30 to 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MR 

/Richard Crispino/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



